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DOCTRINE 
TRINITY 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION 
Compared , Q&c. 


Pr, Hope you are now at Leiſure to proceed with 
your parallel between the Doctrine of the Tri- 
nity and Tranfubſtantiation, as to Scripture and 
Reaſon. 

P. Yes, and am reſolved to make good all 
het | have ſaid, as to both thoe. 
Ang # you do, I will yield the Caufe. 
> 1 begin with Scripture. And the whole Diſpute 45 
to both, ends on this: Whether the Scripture is to be 


underſiood Literally or Figuratively. If Literally, then 

Tranſubſtantiation ſtands upon equal © terms with the 

Triaity ; if Figuratively, then the Trinity can no more be 
—_ trom Scripture, than Tranfubſtantigtion. 


Pr. As 


(2 Y 


Pr, As tho there might not be Reaſon for a figarative 
Senſe in-one place, and-a-tera/-imr another; — —_— 

"P. It ſeems then, you refolve 1t into Reafon, Y 

Pr. And I pray, ifhto what would you reſolve it? Into no 
Reaſon ? 

P. Into the Authority of the Church, 

Pr. Without any Reaſon ? 

P. No? There may- be Reaſon for \thit Abrhority, bat 
not far the thing which I believe. upon it. 

*Pr. Then you believe the DoQrine of the Trinity, 
meerly, becauſe the Church tells you it is the literal Senſe 
of Scripture which you are to follow. But ſuppoſe a 
Man ſees no Reaſon for this Authority.f -your ; ny 
( as for my part, I do not ) have you no Reaſon to con» 
vince ſuch a one that he ought to believe the Trinity ? 

P. Not I. For I think Men are bound to believe as the 
Church Teaches them, and for that Reaſon. 

Pr. What is it, I pray, to believe? 

P. To believe, is togiveour Aſſent to, what God reveals. 

Pr, And hath God revealed the DoQrine of the Trinity 
to the Church in this Age? 

P. No; it was revealed long ago, 

Pr: How doth it appear ? 

P. By the Scripture ſenſed by the Church: 

Pr. But whence come you to know that the Ghureh i is to 
give the Senſe of the Scriptures? Is it from the Scripture, 
or not ? 

P. From the Scripture doubtleſs, or elſe we could not be- 
lieve upon-the Churches Teſtimony. 

Pr. But ſuppoſe the Queſtion be, about the Senſe of theſe 
places which relate to the Churches Authority , how can a 
Man come to the certain Senſe of them > 

P. Hold a. little, I fee whither you are leading me ; you 
would fin draw me int a Snare,, and have me fay; wu 


({13)) 
lieve the ſenſe of Scripture from' the Authority of the 
Church, and the Authority of the Church from the ſenſe 
of Scripture. 

Pr. Do you not ſay foin plam terms ? 

P. Give me leave to anſwer for my ſelf. I fay in the 
cals of the Churches Authority, I believe the Senſe of 
Scripture without relying on the Churches Authority. 

Pr. And why not as well in or Hugr ? Why not as to 
the Trinity, which to my underſtanding, is much plainer 
there, than the Churches Authority ? 

P. That is ſtrange : Is not the Church often fpoken of 
in Scripture > 7el the Church. Upon this Rock will I build 
wy Church, '&c. | 

Pr. But we are not about the Word Church, which is 
no doubt there, but the Infallible Authority of the Church ; 
and whether that be more clear in the Scripture than the 
Doqtrine of the Trinity. 

- 'P. 1 fee you have a mind to change your Diſcourſe, and 
to run off trom:the Trinity to the Churches Authority in 
Matters of Faith ; which 1s a beaten Subject, 

Pr. Your-Church doth not tell you ſo; and therefore 
you may-upon your own.grounds be deceived ; and 1 aſſure 
" you that you areſo; for1intendedonly to ſhew you, that 
tor Points;of Faith we muſt examine and compare Scrip- 
ture our ſelves, and our Faith muſt reſt on Divine Reyela- 
tion therein- contained. 

P. Then you think the Trinity cag be proved from Scrip- 


ture ? | 
- Pr; Or elſe I ſhould never believe it. | 
P. But thoſe places of Scripture you go upon, may ' bear 
"8 figarateve Senſe, as John 10. 30. 7 and my Father are one ; 
x John 5.7. And thoſe three are one ; and if they do 
ſo, you can never proye the Tripity. from chetn.. 


Pr. 


(4) 
Pr, Fay therefore, That the Dodtrine of the Trinity 
doth ant depend merely on theſe places, but on very many 
others, which help to the true ſenſe of thefe” $ but Tran» 
ſubſtantiation depends upon one ſingle Expreſſion, This is 
my Body, which relates to a figurative thinz in the Sacra- 
ment ; and which hath other Expreſſions joined with it, 
which are owned to be figarative ; This Cup is the New Te- 
ftament in my Blood ; _ which in the literal ſenſe cannot 
prove Tranſubſtantiation, as your own Writers confeſs, 
and which is diſproved by thoſe places of Scripture, which 
aſſert the Bread and the Fruit of the Vine to remain after 
Conſecration. 
P. Shew the Literal Senſe as to the Trinity to be neceſla- 
ry ; for I perceive you would fain go off again. | 
Pr, Will you promiſe to hold*cloſe to the Argumemt 
your ſelf 2 
P. You need not fear me. 
Pr. I pray tell me, Were there not falſe Religions in the 
World when Chriſt came into jt to plant the true Reli- 
10Nn f 
2 P. Yes ; but how far is this from the buſineſs 2 
Pr. Have a little Patience ; Did not Chriſt deſign by his 
Dod@rine to root out thoſe falſe Religions 2? 
P. That is evident from Scripture and Church His- 


Y Then Chriſts Religion and theirs were inconliſtent. 

P. And what then 2 

Pr. Wherein did this Inconfſiſtency lie 2 | 

P. The Gentiles worſhipped falſe Gods inſtead of the 
true One. 7% 

Pr. Then the Chriſtian Religion teaches the worſhip of 
the true God inſtead of the falſe ones. 

P. Who doubts of that ? 


Pr. 


( 5) 

Pr. Then it cannot teach the Worſhip of a falſe God in- 
ſtead of the true One. | 

P. A falſe Godis one that is ſet .up in oppoſition to the 
true God, as the Gods of the Heathens were. 

Pr. Is it lawful by the Chriſtian DoQtrine to give pro» 
per Divine Worſhip to a Creature ? 7 | 

P. I think not z for Chriſt ſaid, Thow ſhalt Worſhip. the 
Lord thy God, and him only ſhalt thou ſerve : Which our 
Church. underſtands of proper Divine Worſhip. - 

Pr. But the Scripture requires proper Divine Worſhip to 
be given to Chriſt ; which is to require proper Divine 
Worſhip to be given to a Creature, if Chriſt be not true 
God by Nature. | 

P. May not God communicate his own Worſhip to him ? 

Pr. But God hath faid, Fe will not give his Glory to anc- 
ther, Ifa. 42. 8. And the Reaſon is conſiderable, which is 
there given ; / am the Lord, that is my name ; which ſhews 
that none. but the true Fehovahis capable of: Divine Wor- 
ſhip : for Adoration is done to God only on the account of 
his incommunicable Perte&ions , and therefore the Reaſon 
of Divine Worſhip cannot reach to any Creature. 

P. Not without Gods Will and Pleaſure. But may nor 
*God advance a mere Creature to that Dignity, as to re- 
quire Divine Worſhip to be given to him by his fellow- 
creatures ? 

Pr. Wherein lies the nature of that which-you call pro- 
per Divine Worſhip ? 

P. In a due eſteem of God in our Minds, as-the- firſt 
Cauſe and laſt End of his Creatures, and ſuch Adqts as are 

reeable thereto. 

Pr. Then proper Divine Worſhip doth ſuppoſean Eſteera 
of God as infinitely above his Creatures; and how then 15 it 
poſlible for us to give theſame Wonp/eo God, and-to-# 
Orcature ?,For if the diſtance_be infinite. between ps" 

&.\ B an 
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and his Creatures, and we mull jadg of thingsas they are, 
then we muſt in our minds ſuppoſe a Creature to be infi- 
nitely diſtant from God ; and it wedo fo, How is it poſli- 
ble topive the fame Divine Worſhip in this ſenſe to God, 
and to-any Creature 2 

P. And what now would you infer from hence 2 

Pr. Do not you ſee already ? viz. that God cannot. be 
ſuppoſed to allow Divine Worſhip.to be given to Chriſt, if 
he were a mere Creature ; and therefore fince ſuch Divine 
Wortfhip is required by the Chriſtian Doctrine, it follows, 
that thoſe expreſſions which ſpeak of his being Ore with the 
Father, cannot be figuratively underſtood. 

P. But where is it, that ſuch Divine Worſhip is required 
to be given to Chriſt in Scripture 2 For, according to my 
Principles, the Church is to ſet the bounds and meaſures 
of Divine Worſhip, and to declare what Worſhip is due to 
God ; what to Chriſt ; what to Saints and Angels ; what 
to men upon Earth ; what to Images, Sacraments, @c. 
And we depart from this Rule, I know not where we 
thall fix. 

Pr. 1 pray tell me, doth the difference between God and 
his Creatures, depend on the will of the Church 

P. No. | 

Pr. Is it then in the Churches Power to give that to a 
Creature, which belongs only to God 2 

P. I think not. 

Pr. Who then is to be judg what belongs to God, and 
what not + God-or the Church ? 

P. God himſelf, if he pleaſes, 

Pr. Then our buſineſs is to ſearch what his Will and Plea- 
fure is in this matter, by reading the Scriptures, wherein 
his Will is contained : And there we find it expreſſed, That 
ol. ew Should honour the Son, even as they honour the Father, 
John 5.2.3. Let all the Angels of God worſhip bim, Heb. x. 6. 


Bleſſing 


I 


(B) 
Bleſſing, and honour, and glory, and power! be unto bim that 
fitteth on the Throne, and to the” Lamb for toer- and ever, 
Revel. 4. 13. That at the name of Feſus every knee 

bow, of things in Heaven, © and things it earths, Bc} Phil. 2. g. 
If it were Gods great deſign, by the Chriſtian Doctrine, t6 
reſtore inthe world a due ſenſe of the infinite diſtance be 
tween God and his Creatures ; could any thing be more -re- 
pugnant to it, than in the ſame DoQtrine to advance a crea: 
rure to a participation 'of' the fame Divine Honour with 
himſelf 2 So that in plain truth, the Idolatry of the world 
hay only in a bad choice of the Creatures they were to wor- 
ſhip, and not in giving proper Divine Worſhip to a Crea- 
rure; for that Chriſtiamty it ſelf not only allows, but re- 
quires;on ſuppoſition that Chriſt were God merely by Office, 
and was originally a Creature, as we are. But I'pray obſerve 
the force of the Apoſtles Argument, ſpeaking of the Gew- 
tile 1dolatry ; he faith it lay in' this, That they did ſervice 
wito them, 'which by Nature are ns Gods, Gal. 4. 8. 

P. You know, I muſt now'perſonate the Anti-Trinita- 
rianz and he anſwers, That by Nature no more is implied, 
than'truly and really, 1. e. God did not advance thoſe Crea- 
tures among” the Gentiles to that Worthip and Honour , 
which he hath done Chriſt. 

Pr. Then you make it awful by the Goſpel to believe 
Chriſt to be a mere Creature, and at the ſame time to give 
him Divine Worſhip, which ſuppoſes him not to be a Crea- 
ture; and fo you mult believe him to be « Creature, and 
not to be a Creature, ar the ſame time. | 

P. How do you make that appear 2 ! 

' Pr. From your own words; for you- fay, proper Divine 
Worſhip lies in a dae eſteem of God/inrour minds, as'the firſt 
Cauſe and laſt End; and in ations agreeable 'thereto'; then 
to give Divine Worſhip to' God, we muſt" believe him't6 
be above all Creatures as-to-his Nature and Being + 
96122 | B 2 ore 
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fore to'give Chriſt Divine Worſhip,muſt imply our believing 
him not to be a Creature, and to be a Creature at the ſame 
Tune. - 
P. But the meaning of Divine Worfhip here muſt not 
then relate to Ads of the Mind , but to outward Adts of 
Adoration in the Chprch. 

Pr, Were the Gentiles guilty of Idolatry in that reſpec, 
or not ? 
; ; P, Yes; but not thoſe, whom God requires to Worſhip in 
ſuch a manner. | 

Pr. Then the Sin of Gentile-Idolatry lay only in gi- 
viong Divine'Worfhip to a Creature without Gods com- 
mand; which leſſens it: to that degree, as to make Will- 
worlhip and Idolatry the ſame; and to blame the Apo- 


Rom. +. 21, 1tles, for making ſuch a dreadful Sin of it, and diſlwading, 


Chriſtians ſo much from returning to the Practice of it : 
+ For they had the priviledg of giving Divine Worſhip to a 
Creature by Gods command, which others were damned 
for doing without-a command ; which makes the Chriſtian 
Religion not to appear ſo reaſonable,as the Anti-7rinitarians 
contend it is. - But here are four foul miſtakes in point 
of Reaſon, ' which they are guilty of, (1.) In making the 
Sin of Idolatry fo Arbitrary a thing; which depends nat 
on, the Nature of the Obje& which' is worſhipped ; but 
on the Will and Pleafure of God. (z.) In making the 
Gentiles - guilty of a great Sin, meerly in wanting a 
Divine command , which was out of their Power. ( 3.) 
In making the Chriftian Religion to ſet - up - the Wor 
ſhip of a Creature:, when its deſign was to root 
out, idolatry. (4); In making a Fictitious. God , 
or"a Creature” to- be- advanced to the Throne'.of God: 
Which I think is far more contradictious to. Reaſon , 
than'a -Trituty ' of - Perſons .in the Unity of the fame 
Nature, For-nothing can be more abſurd than to mgke 

| "at 
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that to be God, which wants all the eſfential Attribures 
and Perfections of God; as every Creature mult* do - 
Such as Self-Exiſtence , Eternity, Independency, Immen- 
ſity, Omnipotency, '&c,,'What a Contradiction is it, to ſup- 
poſe a weak , impotent, depending, confined , created 
God? And ſuch every Creature mult be 1n its Nature, - 
or elſe it1is no Creature, I do not at all wonder to find 
the Socinians after this, to leſſen the natural Knowledg' of 
God, and his infinite PerfeQtions, both .as to Power and 
Knowledg; for it was their concernment' to. bring the 
Notion of God as low as poſſible, that a Creature might 
be in the nearer Capacity of being made God. But 
thoſe who conſider and know what God- is, and what 
he muſt be, if he be God, will find far greater difficulty 
in making Man to be God, than in believing God to be 
made Man. For This implies no greater diſhiculty, than 
meerly as to our Conception, how an infinite Being can 
be fo united to .a. finite, as . to - become one Perſon ; 
which implies no repugnancy , but only - ſome thing, 
above our Capacity to . comprehend, And 'we confels 
our ſelves -puzled in the manner of conceiving how 
a finite Spitit , which can paſs -through-a Body , can be 
"ſo united to it, as to make a Man by that Union ; yet 
we all ;acknowledg the [Truth of this. But to ſuppoſe a 
Creature capable of being made God , is to. overthrow 
the eſſential difference between God and his Creatures, and 
the infinite Diſtance between them. Which is of very 
pernicious Conſequence, as to the great ends of the Chriſtian 
Religion, which were to reform the World, and to reftore the 
Diſtinction between God and his Creatures; which by the 
"nan of Idolatry was almoſt loft in the World : The 
upreme God being hardly diſcerned in fach a. croud of 
created. and fiftitious Gods- And. this very Argument is 
enough to turn my Stamack againſt  Socinian/ſm or Aria- 
niſm. RF, 1 


(irs ) 

P. I had thought all Men of ſenſe among you, had been 
Stcinians; 1 haye often' heard them'-charged with- being 
ſo. 19% 

Pr. You ſee how profly you are deceived, notwith- 
ſtanding your pretence to Infallibllity.  T'do not pretend 
ro any , on reach, but T ſee reaſon enough to be no. Sci 
Man, 

P. Letusreturnto our Matter itt hand. What ſay you to 
'thoſe Texts which are faid' to-be inconſiſtent with the li- 
teral Senſe of thoſe before mention'd, which relate to the 
Unity between Father and Son ? 

Pr. What Texts do you mean ? 

P.- What fay you to Joh. 10. fromthe 30. to the 39 2 

- Pr. 1 wonder what'it is produced for. 

' P. It is ſaid, Foh. ro. 30. I and my Farher arc one ; yow 
it is highly unreaſonable to interpret theſe words literally, be» 
cauſe of thoſe which follow. 

Pr. How doth- that appear > For v.31.-it is faid , That 
the Jews'took up tomes to ſtone him : ich ſhews; that 
they look'd on him as fpeaking Blaſphemy. But what 
Blaſphemy was it for Chriſt to declare an Unity. of 
Conſent- between him and. his Father; which in' Truth 
is nothing, but doing his Father's Will» Therefore it 
is plain'rhat the Fews did 'apprehend more in thoſe 
Words of 6ur -Saviour. And they explain themſelves; 
vV. 33. what they underſtood by them, Becauſe that thox 
being a Man, makeſt thy ſelf God. Which thews that they 
thought not an 2rity of Conſent , but of Natare, was 
Da | 

P. But Chriſt's anſwer ſhews, that he ſpeaks only of a God 
by Office, and not by Nature, 'v 34. Jeſus anſoere] them, I 
it not written in your Law, 7 fad ye are Gods 2 

Pr. I pray goon, and fee how Chriſt argues, v.35, 36. 
Tf 'he called eh God's, tunto-whomr the Word of God-came 


and 
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and” the Scripture cannot be brokew; ſay ye of him, whom the 
Father hath ſent into the World, Thou blaſphemeſt, becauſe 7 
faid I am the Son of God 2 | 

P. This only thews that Chriſt had greater Reaſon to be 
called God, but not that he was ſo by Nature. 

Pr, I pray go on ſtill, v. 37, 38. If 7 do not the Works of 
my Father, believe me not, But if I'do, tho ye believe not me, 
believe the Works, that ye may know and believe that the Fa- 
ther is in me, and I in him. 

P.ls it not faid elfewhere, That he that keepeth his Command.- 
ments dwelleth in him, and he in him ? x Joh. 3.24. Would, 
you hence infer an Unity of Nature between Chriſt and 
Believers ? 

Pr, I do not lay the weight on tlie Phraſe, but as it is 
the Concluſion of the Diſpute between Chriſt and the Jews. 
And it ought to be obſerved, that this was the end of the 
third Conterence between Chriſt and the Jews upon this 
Argument. The firſt was John 5. and then from Chriſt's 
faying, The Father worketh” hitherto, and I work, v. 17. 
the- Jews infer'd v. 18. That he made himſelf equal with 
God, In the ſecond Conterence, Fehr $. he faid » Before 
Abraham was, I am, v. 58. And then the Jews took uf flones 
%o caſt at him, After this followed this third Conterence, 
John. 10. and this runs again into the ſame point, That 
be being a Man, made himſelf God. And theſe Conferences, 
were all pablick,in or near the Temple, and this laſtwas in 
Solomons Porch, John 10. 23, 2 Place of great reſort, and near- 
the place where the Sa»bedrim fate, who were the Judges. 
in the Caſe of Blaſphemy. Now the force of my Argu- 
ment from hence, lies in theſe things : 


(x) That Chriſt certainly knew, that- the Fews did 
think 
God. 


y-his Diſcourſe, That he made himſelf equal with 
(2-)That 
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2. 'That if it were not true, it was notonious Blaſphe- 
my, and fo eſteemed by the Jews. 

3- That ſuch a miſtake ought to have been preſently 
corrected, and in the plaincft manner; as we find it was done 
by St. Paul, when the men of Lyſra faid, The Gods are 
come down to us in the likeneſs of men ; for he ran in preſent- 
ly among them, and faid, We are men of like. paſſions with 

ou, As 14. 11, 15. It is impoſſible for me to think, that 


if Chriſt had known himſelf to be 'a meer man, he would © 


have ſuffered the Jews to have run away with ſuch a miſtake 
as this, without giving them the cleareſt and plaineſt infor- 
mation ; whereas in all his Anſwers he yindicates himſelf, 
and endeavours rather to faſten thoſe Impreſſions upon 
them, as appears by. this concluſion of the laſt Conference, 
That ye may know and believe, that the Father is in me, and 
I in him, Doth this look like correfting a dangerous mi- 
flake in the Fews 2 Andis it not rather a juſtification of 
that ſenſe, which they took his words in 2 And in the firſt 
Conference, John 5. Our Saviour is fo far from doing as 
St, Paul did, that he challenges Divine Honour as due to 
himſelf, That all men ſhould honour the Son, as they honour 
the Father, -v. 23. From whence-it follows , that Chriſt 
muſt be charged as one, WP being a meer man, did affect 
Divine Honour ; ox e{efthat being God as well as Man, he 
looked on it as juſtly due to him. I pray tell -me what 
ſenſe do your Friends the Socinians make of thoſe words of 
St.. Paul, Phil. 2. 6, 7. Who being in the form of God, thought 
it not robbery to be equal with God, but »made himſelf of no 
Reputation, &C. , 

P. The ſenſe they give, is this, that he did not make 
2 ſhew or Oftentation of his own Greatneſs, but ſtudi- 
caly concealed it, and-therein ſhewed his great Humi- 

ty. : | 


Pr. But 


(G73), 
;Pr; But is there any. Qreacaels ke hay of Divine Honor 
and yet this he Hallenged to himſelf. 

P. But he knew what tho Face deſigned himtor, and 
f ſpake thoſe things1by way Prediction, . 

' Fri: HeknewnoaCreature rould.deferve Divine Worlhip, 
and he deliverd hates pert of -his own: Dactrine ; 
therefore thoſe V SG he is daid, : fo mate himſe 
equal with God, _ be underſipod of. Natwe, and not of 
Ofroe, \ | bs 1-7 Wo 

P, ur 86 Jobu 7. 2 ah has Chriſt Noayed to "his 
Father, for isJaiſciples, Sr oe may be ay a5 WeATE ONC 
and thats notby Nature. 

Pr. 1 grantit, But our tk GLH of a.true, but 
alower kind of-Unity; or ele the Sorinians apLehnk eve- 
4y REES of Divine Honour, - as ani huonſek, 
it they take/tho & Wands ftrictly, Thos they. may be ane; as 
we are me. 

P. St. Paul fith, He tha planteth, ond he that watereth, 
is one, x Cor. 3.8. 

Pr. Who es but-there pre other forts.of Unities, be- 
ſides that of Nature? But, doth this prove that thexe 1590 
Unity of Nature between-the-Farher -and the, Son? If we 
have no better Arguments againſt Tranſubſtantiation, we 
will give over difputing, 

P. I know you have. other Argumentslor the , 
but they provens little-withour the A of the 
as from thoſe: places where Chrift is called Gad,- as Job, 1. 1, ay 
Rom. 9. 5, Sc. 

Pr. And think the Argument from thoſe places, yery 
good and ſtrong, eſpecially from Fohy 1. t, 2, 3. 309 it 
ſeems direAly contrary to the'whole.detga of $gripture 
to call anyone Ged , over (all, Bleſſed, for-. aloe as 
Chriſt is called, Rem. 9. 5: but he that1is. God - by N4- 


tuce. 
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P. How do-you ptove that Joby 1. x. relates to any 
thing beyond the Beginning of . the Goſpel , and that 
C brit the Word, was before John the Baptifts Preaching 2 

Pr. I deſire any-one to read the Text impartially; and 
'he will find 'the Socinian' ſenſe to be unnatural, forced, 
obſcure and jejurie, proving” a' thing of- no moment: at 
that time ; | but the Senſe'we' give, to be ſtrong, weigh- 
ty, conſiſtent, and 'of 'very great Conſequence at that 
time , when the Cerinthians denied the Divinity of 
Chriſt. ' The Seritences are' ſhort,” the” Words 'lofty and 
ſignificant, * the manner -of beginning unuſual ; ſo that 
any one would expe&” ſome great and extraordina- 
ry matter to be faid in theſe few Verſes; but what 
a fruſtration were this, if after all, they. intended no 
more ,' than that -altho' John *BapriF? preached in pub- 
lick before Chrif}, yet that Chriſt was'in being before 
that? Which is a Senſe ſo mean, ſo remote the 
occaſion of his Writing, as it is deliver'd by the Ancients, 
that nothing but a miſerable neceſſity could make Men of” 
Wit and Subtilty to put ſach a Senſe upon St. Fohr's 

P. But "they deny there was any fuch occaſion of © St. 
Job's writing, as the Cerinthians Hereſy at that time. 

Pr. I know Sinus doth fo; but he might as well 
have' denict! that there was any ſuch Perſon as Cerinthus. 
And Ithink the Cerinthian Hereſy not only to have been the 
occaſion. of St. Fohw's Writing, but that the underſtandi 
of it, gives the greateſt and trueſt light to the Words 
of the Evangelift, ſhewing the force and importance of 


P. Wherein I pray, did that Hereſy conſiſt ? 

Pr. | ſhall not meddle with other parts of it, but on- 
; Gomy relates to the preſent Subjet ; 'and that lay in theſe 
K ; 


P (1.) That 
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(3.), That there was a Supreme and unknown Father ,: 
who was before the Beginning, . and therefore they called him 
wx, who was the Fountain of all Emanations. Trex. l. 
I. C. 1, 19. 

(2.) That'the World was not made by him, but by a 

Power at a diſtance from him, called Demiurgus, ren. l, x, 
c. 25. And in the Egyptian School where Cerinthus was 
educated , the &aiy«s: Word, was one of the intermediate 
Emanations between the Father, and the Demiurgus, Tren. 1, 
I. Cc. 2.3- 
( 3 That this World was in a ſtate of Darkneſs and Con- 
fuſion, as to the ſupreme Father of all ; only ſome few had 
ſome beams of Light from him, by which they knew 
him. 


4.) That Jeſus was a mere Man, born as other Men are, * 
of Foſeph and Mary, but of extraordinary Goodneſs, Wiſdom, 
and Sandtity. 

(5.) That the Supreme Father at his Baptiſm did ſend 
down a Divine Power upon him, in the ſhape of a Dove, 
which enabled him to declare the unknown Father, and to 
work Miracles, which returned to its own «aigope, or Ful- 
aeſs above, when Feſus ſufter'd. 

This is a ſhort Scheme of that Hereſy, as delivered by the 
ancient Fathers. And now let any one compare St. Johns 
Words with it ; and he will find his deſign was to counter- 
mane this Hereſy by rwo things. 

( 1.) That the Ayes Word, was Eternal.For the Cerinthians 
faid ,” the-Abyes was not in the beginning , but made a great 
ſpace of time between the eternal Being of the Father, and 
the! Emanation of the abye!, wherein he was in perfedt Silence, 
as Jrengus exprelles it (1. 1.c.1.) And fo in the beginning, 
doth imply the Eternity of the Word. But that is not all, for 
he faith, zt was with God, and was God, and was the Deminr- 
gus, or the Maker of the World, andthe Revealer of God to 
C2 N- 
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Matikind*, Fob, t. 1, 2, 3,4; 5,9, 10. And fo there was no 
place for thoſe ſeverat Emanations between God and the 
abyer and Deminrgus, as the Cerimthians faid. 
2.) That the Aby&.or Word, was Incarnate , which he 
4 , V.14. And the Word was made Fleſh, and dwelt a- 
_— Ge. and was the only begotten Son of the Father | 
id fo he nor ofrly cuts off the other Emanations, but de- 
clres that Feſas was far from being a m&fe Mah. And to 
this purpoſe he brings 'in the Teſtimony of John Baprif?, 
V. I5., and applies what he had faid to the Perſon of Jeſus 
Chriſt, v. t7. Now this being St. Fohns deſign, his Wordsat- 
ford a Demonſtration tous of the Union of the Divine and 
Human Nature in Chriſt, 'when he faith, The Word was 
made Fleſh. | 
P, But doth not the Scripture in other places «mply that 
there'ts a ſubordination in Chriſt to his Father, which is nor 
conſiſtent with ſuch an Equality of Nature ; ſee Heb. x:8,'9; 
x Cor, 8.4, 5.= t5.27, 28. Rev. 3.12. at 
Pr. The firſt place is a proof for the Divinity of Chriſt ; 
for the Words are ; But unto the Son, he ſaith, 7 hy Throne, O 
God, is for ever and ever, Sc. It is true; in the next verſe, it 
is faid with reſped to his Office, Therefore God, even thy Grd 
hath anvinted thee, &c. But we do not deny that Chriſt 
was anointed as Metliator, and in that reſpe&t, God was 
Mis God ; but doth this prove that he that is Mediator, . 
cannot have, a Diyine Nature in Conjun@ion with the 
Human ? | 
The ſccond Place, T ſuppoſe, is miſtaken, t Cor. 8. not 4. 
and 5. but 6'verſe, But unto us,there is but one God the Father, 
4 whom. are all'things , and we in him ; and one Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, by whom are all things , and we by him.” ' And this is 
one of the Rrongeft holds of the Socinians. But two Con 
ſiderations will take off the ſeeming force of it.  - 


(1.) That 


(19) 
r.) That the Apoſtle in his diſputes with the Gentile 
[dolaters, concerning whom he ſpeaks, v. 4, 5. doth utter- 
ly deny any Divinity in the Beings they worſhipped in- 

_ "ſtead of God, when he faith, Ar /dol is nothing in the 
world, and that there is none othem God but one. He knew 
very well that my worſhipped many, v. 5. As there be 
Gods many, and Lords many among them; but untous ( Chris 
ſtians ) there is but one God, and one Lord : i.e. we have 
but one Supreme God, to whom we give Divine Worſhip ; 
and inſtead of the multitude of Med/ators, we have but 
one Mediator ; and fo his defign is in oppolition to their 
many Gods, to aſlert the Unity of the Divine Nature , ( not 
ſo as to exclude adiſtin&ion of Perfons, but thereby to ex- 
clude other Gods as the proper Object of Worſhip ), and 
the 2nity of a Mediator, in oppoſition to their many Lords. 

(2.) That if this place excludes Chriſt from the Ugity 
of Nature with God, it dorh exclude” him from being the 
Obje& of Divine Worſhip; for it faith, 7hat there is no' 
other God, ' but One ; therefore no Creature can be made 
God: And to us there is but One Ged, the Father ; there- 
fore the Son cannot be God. ' If therefore the name Lord 
.be taken in oppoſition to God, then Chriſt cannot be God 
inany fenfe ; tor we muſt have but Oze God: but the plain 
meaning of the Apoſtle was, That by ove Lord he meant 
one Mediator, by whom alone we have, in this new frame 
of things by the Goſpel, acceſs unto God the Father. 

The third place, x Cor. 15. 27,28. ſpeaks plainly of Chriſts 
Kmgdom, as Mediator. 

The fourth place, Rev. 3. 12, where Chriſt ſpeaks ſeve- 
ral times of my God, proves no more-than his words on 
the Croſs, My God, my God, why haft thou forſaken-me : For 
ſwrely Chriſt might own a- particular Relatiomto God, and 
Mtereſt irc him, as he was m human! Nature, without over- 
throwing the Divine Nature an ham, 1921 4 
all © » DUC 
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P. But he owns, That though he is to be our Fudg, he.knows 
wot the time, Mark 13. 32. Which ſeems inconſiſtent with 
the Divine Nature, which knoweth all things. , 

Pr. The Son there ſpoken of, was Chriſt, as endued witl 
a human Soul, when he was upon earth ; which could not 
underſtand a ſecret ſo much out of the reach of mans un- 
derſtanding, without immediate Revelation. But ;jit was 
not neceſſary by virtue of the Union of both Natures, that 
the Divine Nature ſhould communicate to the human Soul 
of Chriſt all Divine Myſteries: but as the human Body 
was notwithſtanding ſubje&t to-Paſlions and Infirmities in- 
cident to it , ſo the human Soul might continue ignorant 
of the Day of Judgment in this ſtate ; both to let us know 
how great that ſecret is, and that Chriſt had the proper 
capacity of a human Soul, which could not extend to ſuch 
things without Divine Revelation. 

' P. Thereis one Argument more, which ſeems to prove 
Chriſts Divinity, and doth not ; viz. The making of all things 
wvifible and invifible, being attributed to him, = 1. 3. Heb. 
I. 10, Col. r. 16, 17, 18, 19. 

Pr. Now I confeſs this doth more than ſeem to me to be 
a very ſtrong Argument ; and that for this Reaſon, the 
Apoſtle faith, The inviftble things of him from the creation 
of the world, are clearly ſeen, being underitood by the things 
which are made, even his Eternal Power and Godhead, Rom. 
1.20, Was this Argument of the Apoſtle good or not ? 

P. No doubt it was. 

Pr. Then the Creation of the World is an Invincible 
Proof of the true God. 

P. What follows? 

Pr. Then if the making of all things be attributed to 
Chriſt, he muſt be true God ; but this 1s plain in the New 
Teſtament , in which the making of all things is as clear- 
ly attributed to the Son, as it is to the Father ; A// things 
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faith St. John, were made by him, and without him was not 

thing made, that was made, John 1. 3. For by bim were 
ol things created , faith St. Paul, that are in heaven, and 
that are in earth, viſible and intvifible, whether they be thrones, 
or dominions, or principalities, or powers, all things were crea- 
. ted by him, and for him, Col. 1. 16. Thou, Lord, in the begin- 
ning baſt laid the Foundation of the earth, and the heavens are 
the work of thy hands, Heb. 1. 10. Now compare theſe ex- 
preſſions with thoſe wherein the Creation is attributed to 
the Father, 7he world is faid to be made by bim, Rom. 1. 20. 
That he hath created all things, Rev. 4. 11. That of him, and 
for him, and to him, are all things, Rom. 11. 36. And let 
any impartial mind diſcern the difference. Therefore we 
have as much Reaſon from Scripture to believe Chriſt to 
.be God, as we have from the Creation of things to believe 
a God. 

P. But youdo not take notice of thedifferent expreſſi- 
ons in Scripture, concerning the Father and the Son ; 4// 
things are ſaid to be of the Father, and by the Son, 1 Cor. 
8. 6. And that the Father created all things by Jeſus Chriſt, 
Eph. 3. 9. which proves no more, than that the Son was 
Gods Inſtrument 1n the Creatiori. 

Pr. What do = mean by Gods Inſtrument in the Crea- 
tion > Do you think one Creature can create_another 2 

. How then car} the Creation prove an Infinite Power 2 If 
ou believe the Inſtrument uncreated, then you muſt aſſert 
Limes be true God by Nature ; and then we have all we 
deſire. 
- P, But the Socinians do not like this Anſwer of the 4ri- 
ans, and therefore they interpret theſe places, of the ſtate 


'of things ander the Goſpel, and not of the Creation of the 
World. 
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Pr. They have not onejot mended the matter ;' for, ' 
(1.,) Where the new Creation is ſpoken of, ſome circum- 

Ntances are. added, which lint the ſenſe to it, as when 
St. Paul faith, We are created #& Chriſt. Jeſus unto good works 
that we ſhoul walk in them. Eph, 2. 10... V Vhocould poſfibly 
underſtand this of the old Creation +»: And Yo, If ary mar 
be in Chriſt Jeſus, hegs a new Creatare, '2 Cor. 5. 17."But 
in the other places the ſame Expreſſions are uſed, which 
are attributed to.the old [Creation, without limitation 
from cixcumſtances, 'or fram. the Context and occaſion of 
2.) There are ſome things ſaid-o be created by Chrift 
Tir which cannot relate to_the new -Crearion ; for''by 
him were all. things created, that are in heaven, and that , are 
in earth, viſible aud inviſible,” whether they be thrones, or als- 
minions, or principalities of Powers. Col. 1. 16. How 'are 
theſe created by Preaching the Goſpel, when they are un- 
capable of the proper means of it, which are the Doctrine 
of the remiſſion of Sins upon Repentance, and the Renew- 
ing'and Senfifiing Grace of God? .. \ W.1 

P. But St. Paw/ doth not mention the Heaven and Earth, 
but only intelle&tual Beings, Angels, and Men, and there- 
fore he ſpeaks of the new Creation. 

Pr, A mighty Argument indeed / Do not al! things com- 
prehend the. Heayen-and Earth? And the particular enume- 
ratiow-of. Angels by ſeveral denominations, 'ſhews that he 
ſpeaks of. another Creation diſtin from thar'by- the 'Gol- 
pel preached to the VVorld ; for the Apoſtles were Chriſts 
Inſtrumeats wthis new. Creation, which hey could not be 
torthe Inviſible Powess above: 32000 (OT 94019 T7 
i: Þ., Wehave now; gone throygh the truc wwetonly Grounds 
of the Dottrine of the Trinity. WT 
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Py, You are extreamly miſtaken. For we have other 

$ beſides theſe, although theſe may be ſufficient. 

P. Name one-more. 

Py. IT will name ſeyeral, which you cannot diſallow. 

P. What are they ? 

Pr. The ſeveral Heads of - Arguments made uſe of by 
Cardinal Bellarmin, to prove the Divinity of Chriſt : 
Who alone is a convincing Evidence of the vaſt diſparity 
between tlie Proofs of this Dottrine, and of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation from Scripture. For, 


x1. He proves Chriſt's Divinity from thoſe places of Bell. de Chri 
the Old Teſtament,which are expounded in the New ; be- 91.c.46% 


ing in the Qld Teftament, ſpoken of the true God ; and 
in the New applied to Chriſt. As Numb. 21. 5, 6. com- 
pared with 1 Cor. 10.9. Exod. 20. 2. with Jude 5. Pſal. 
68. 18. with Eph. 4. 8, 9. Pſal. 97. 7. & 102. 25, 26, with 
Heb. 1. 6, 10, 11. Iſa. 6. 1,3. with Johs 12. 41. and 
Revel. 4.8. Iſa. 8. 14--with Luke 2. 34. and Rom. 9. 33. 
Ia. 40.3. with Mat. 3. 3. Mark 1. 3. Luke 1.76. John 1. 
23.— Iſa. 45. 23. with Rom. 14. 11. — Ia. 44. 6. with 
Revel. 1.8, 17. Mal. 3. 1. with Mat. 11. 10. 

2. From the Places of the Old Teſtament, which attri- 
bute to Chriſt thoſe things which belong to God ; as Power 
und Adoration, Plal. 2. 7, 8,12. Being the firſt and laſt, 
Ifa. 48. 1. 12, 16. Working Miracles, Ia. 35. 5. Being the 
God of Iſrael, Iſa. 52. 5, 6. The only God, Ila. 45. 5, 6. 
The Lord of Hoſts, Zach. 2.8, 9, 10, 11, Jehovah, Zach. 
3. 2. Pouring out of the Spirit, Zach. 12. 10. 

3}. From the Places of the New Teſtament, which at- 
tribute Divinity to Chriſt. As when he is called, the Sor 
of the Living God, Mat. 16. 16. The only begotten Son of 
God, John 3. 16. His own Son, Rom. 8.32. His true Son, 
x Joh. 5; 20. His dear Son, Col. 1.13. His Son above all 
others, Heb. 1. 5. The expreſs Image of his Perſon, Heb. 1. 
3. Making himſelf equal _—_ God, John 5. 15. Being one- 


with 
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with the Father, Joh. 10. 30. Lord and God, John 20, 28, 
God bleſſed for ever, Rom. 9. 5. Who thought it no robbery | 
to be equal with God, Phil. 2. 6, One with the Father and 
Spirit, x John 5. 7. The trae God, 1 John 5, 20. 

4. From the proper Names of God, RE Fohn 20. 
28. Afts 20. 28. Rom.. 9.5. Revel. 4.8. 1 Johy 3. 16. 
The name Jehovah, Ter.23. 5,8. Iſa. 40. 3. The Lord, by 
which the LXX r Jehovah, Mat. 21. 3. Joh.1}. 13. 
The moſt High, P\al. 87. 5. A Name above every Name, 
Phil. 2. 9. The Inviſible One, 1 Tim. 1. 17, &6. 16. The 
God of Glory, At. 7.2. 1 Cor.'2. 8. Pal. 24.7,8, 9. King 
of Rings and Lord of Lords, 1 Tim. 6. 15. Revel. 17, 
14. & 19. 16, The one Lord, 1 Cor. 8. 6.” The true God, 
John 5. 20. 'The only Lord, Jud. 4. The. great God and our 
Saviour, Titus 2.13. 

5. From the proper Attributes of God ; as Eternity, 
Prov. 8.22, 23. Mic. 5, 2. Joh. 1. 1,— 17: 5. Immenſity, 
John 3. 13. Mat. 18. 29. Omnipotency, Rev. 1. 8.-— 4.8. 
— 11.17. Wiſdom, Colol. 2. 3. Joh. 21. 17. Majeffy and 
Adoration, Heb. 1.6. Mal. 3. 1. Invocation, Joh. 14. 13. 
AQs 7. 59. & 9.14. 2 Cor. 12. 8. 1 Cor. 1, 3. 2 ſol. 7. 

6. From the proper Works of God: as not only Crea- 
tion, (of which already) but Conſervation, Heb. 1. 3. 
Colof. 1. 17. Salvation, Natth. 1. 21. — 
Events, Joh. 13.19. 1 Pet. 1. 211. Rev. 2.23. Working 
Miracles by his own Power, Mark. 4. 39. and grving Poner 
to others to work them, Mat. 10. 1. 

What think younow of the Proofs of the Trinity imScrip- 
ture ? Do you think Bellzrmin could produce any thing 
like this for Franſubftantiation ? No; fo far from it, that 
where he ſets himſelf in a whole Chapter to prove it from 


Rell, de Ench. Scripture, he produces a Firſt without a Second. The 


rſt Argument, ſaith he, i taken from Chriſt's Words, 

hris is my Body. Very well! but where is the Second ? 
For no more could be produced, but this one ſingſe _- 
age, 
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ſage, about which he fpends his whole Chapter, and 
then betakes himſelf preſently to the Fathers. 
..P. But one plain and clear place is fuificient, if we be 
certain of rhe fenle of that one; for we are as much 
bound to believeGod when we are ſure he ſpeaks it once, 
as an hundred times. 

Pr. We have beenall this while comparing theſe two 
Dodtines as to Scripture, and now you ſee the diſpropor- 
tion {o very great, as to yumber and variety, you lay, one 
is 4s good as ax huzdred; but that one had need to be won- 
derfully clear, which this is very far from, fince many of 
your own Writers do confeſs Tranfubſtantiation cannot be 
drawn from it ; as Bellarmin hiynſelf owns, and he affirms 
it #ot to be improbable, that no place of Scripture is ſo clear 
and expreſs po Tranſubſtantiation, but learned and acute 
Men may doubt whether it can be drawn from it, ſetting aſide 
the Churches Declaration. But neither Bellarmin, nor any 
one who attends to the force of the former Proofs of the 
Divinity of Chriſt, can ſay, that any reaſonable Man can 
doubt of it; and that he muſt at aff refolve all into the 
Charch's Authority. 

P. Have not learned and acute Men doubted of the 
Divmity of Chriſt, as of Tranſubſtantiation ? And there- 
* fore m that reſpect they are both alike. 

Py. We do not inſiſt upon Men's bare doubting, but 
on the Reaſo# of their doubting. And when but one 
ſingle Place is produced, which is yeilded not to be ſufft- 
cient of it felf to prove the Dotrine; there is much 
more cauſe of doubring, than where fuch multitudes 
of Places are produced 3 and no doubt is made by thoſe 
who favour Trenſubſtentiation, bat that they do fully prove 
the Divinity of Chriſt. 

P. It ſeems then we muſt come to Reaſonat laſt, And 
for my part, I muſt tell you, I I rhink that Parallel much 
the eafieſk. For, that —_——_ Perſons ſhould be in one 
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individual Nature, and that. the moſt pure and ſimple Being, 
ſeems to me to be more abſurd than Tranſubſtantiation. 

Pr. Letaus ſet aſide the comparing Ablurdities at pre- 
ſent, and only examin in point of Reaſon, the great Ab- 
ſurdity of three Perſons being. in one - Individual Divine 
Nature. 

P. T did hardly believe you would have the courage to 
defend the Doctrine of the Trinity in point of Reaſon ; 
but I ſee you are a bold Man, and will venture. farther 
than wiler Men. 

Py. It may be others have not had the leiſure or curio- 
ſity to examine a Myſtery believed to. be ſo much out of 
the reach of our Underſtanding; ' or have confounded 
themſelves and others ſo much with School-terms, as to 
leave the matter rather more obſcure than it was before. 
But. I ſhall endeavour to make things as clear as they will 
bear. And that which I inſiſt upon is, that the Abſur- 
dities are not to appearance fo great as thoſe of Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, And therefore I deſire you to produce thoſe 
which appear the moſt dreadful, 

P. I ſhall reduce all to theſe two, which comprehend 
the, reſt. 

1. How there can be three Perſons and but one God. 
2. How theſe can agree in a third, and not agree among 
themſelves. 

For the firſt, it ſeems very abſurd, that there ſhould 
be three Perſons really diſtin&, whereof every one is God, 
and yet there ſhould not be three Gods; for nothing is 
more contradictious than to- make three not to be three, 
or three to be but one. 

P;. T hope now you will give me leave to-make an 
Anſwer to your Difficulty, as diſtin as poſſible, - We do 
not ſay, that-three Perſons are but one Perſon, or that.one 
Nature is three Natures ;: but that there are three Perſons 
in one. Nature. If therefore. one Individual Nature be 
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communicable to three Pin, Jhere 1s no appearance. of 
Abſurdity in this Do&rine. And on the other ſide, it will 
be impoſlible there ſhould be three Gods, where there is | 
one and the ſame Individual Nature ; for three Gods muſt 
have three ſeveral Divine Natures, fince it is the Divine 
Eſſence which makes a God. But to make this more 
plain, Do you make any difference between Nature and 
Perſon ? 
= { * 
Pr. Wherein lies it ? 
P. Excuſe me, Sir, for you have undertaken to explain 
theſe things. 
'Pr. I will begin with Perſon. Which Name was ori- 
ginally taken among, the Romans from ſome remarkable 
T:&indion of one from another; either by. ſome outward 
appearance, as a Vizard or Habit, or ſome particular 
Quality or 7 ig And from hence it came to be 
applied to thoſe inward Properties, whereby one Intelli- 
gent Being is diſtinguiſhed from another ; and from thoſe 
Properties, to the Perſon who had them. Thus Perſoz is 
uſed: even by Tully himſelf, at leaſt rwenty times in his » 
Books of Rhetorick : and the old Civil Law ſpeaks of 
Perſonal Rights and Perſonal Aftions. S9 that the Cri- 
*ricks, ſuch as Yalla, and others, had no cauſe to find fault 
with Boerhius, for applying the Notion of a Perſon, to 
an intelligent Beirig ſubſitting by it ſelf, (and 1o the Soul 
is no Perion in Men, but the Man conliſting of Soul and 
Body ) having ſome incommunicable Properties belonging to 
him. Therefore I cannot but wonder at the niceneſs of 
ſome late Men, who would have the Names of Per/oz, 
and Hypoſtaſis, and Trinity, to be laid aſide; fince them- 
ſelves confeſs Bo?rhins. his definition of a Perſon to be true 
enough ; but they ſay, it belongs to the Creatures,: and not 
to God, for it would make three Gods. Whuch 1s to ſup- 
poſe, without proving it, that the Divine Nature can 
commu» 
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communicate it ſelf after no other manner than a created 
Naturecan. 

This is now to be-more ſtrictly enquired into. * And it 
is very well obſerved by Botrhins, de Trim. 1. 1. "Principi- 
wm pluralitatis alteritas eft : That Diverſity # the Reaſon 
bf -Plurality : And theretore in the Trinity, fo far as they 
are different, they are three, 4. e. in regard of Perſonal 
Properties and Relations ; but 1o far as they agree, they 
arebut ONE, that is, as to the Divine Nature. 

It is very true, that according to Arithmetick, Three 
cannot be One, nor One Three ; but we mult diſtinguiſh 
between the bare Numeration, and the Things numbred. 
The repetition of three Vzits, certainly makes three di- 
ſtint Numbers ; but it doth not make three Perſons to 
be three Natnres. And therefore as to the Things them- 
ſelves, we muſt po from the bare Nwmbers to conſider 
their Nature. Where-ever there is a real diftm&ion, we 
-may multiply the Number, -tho the Subje& be but One. 
As ſuppoſe we {ay the Soul hath three Faculties, Under- 
Randing, Will and Memory ; we may, without the leaft 
abfurdity fay, there are Three and One ; and thoſe three 
not confounded with cach other, and yet there is but One 
Soul. 

P. But the Socinians object, that there 1s a difference 
between three Properties, and three diſtinit Perſons ; be- 
cauſe a Perſon #' an Individaal Being ; and 10 three Per- 
ſons muſt be three Individual Beings ; and therefore as 
—o4y is bur one Drvine Being, there can be but one Per- 
on. 

Py. This is the main ftrength of the Cauſe; to which 
T anfwer, "That altho a Perſon be an Individual Being, 
yer it implies two "Things in it; ( 1.) Something com- 
mon with others of the fame Nature ; as three Men have 
one and the fame Nature, tho they be three Perſons. 
(2.) Something pecutar and incommunicate to any 0- 
ther; 
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cher 3 ſo that John cannot be Peter, nor Peter, James. 

P. But what is it which makes one not to be theother, 
when they have the ſame common Nature ? 

Pr. You ask a hard g_ viz. about the Principle 
of Individeation ; but if it be {o hard to reſolve it, as to 
created Beings, there is certainly far leſs Reaſon for us to 
be unſatisfied, if it appear difficult to clear the Difference 
of Natureand Perſon in an infinite Being. Yet all Man- 
kind are _ in the Thing, vis. That there is a Com- 
muni the ſame Nature, and a real DiſtinQtion of 
Perſons among Men, tho they cannot tell what that is 
which diſcriminates the Humane Nature in John, from 
the ſame Humane Nature in Peter and James. And it is 
obſervable, that as Beings afiſe in Perfe&tion above cach 
other, it is ſtill ſo much harder to aſſign that which is 
called the Principle of Individuation. In groſs and mate- 
rial Beings we can diſcern a nutnber of Accidents, or pe- 
culiar Modes and Properties, which diſtinguiſh them 
from each other ; but it is much harder to aſſign it in 
Spiritual and IntelleQtual Beings, whole Natures and Dif- 
ferences lie not ſo open to our Underſtandings. If fo be 
then jt appears more difficuk in an infinite and incompre- 
henſible Being, what Cauſe have we to wonder at it ? 

But we muſt always make a difference between what 
we have reaſon to believe, and what we have a power to 
conceive. Altho we have all the Reaſon in the World to 
believe that there is a God, z. e. a Being Infinite in. all 
PerfeQtions; yet we muſt yield that Ins Eſſential Attri- 
butes are above our comprehenfion. 

As for Inſtance ; 

(1.) We muſt believe God to be Eternal, or we can- 
not believe lim to be God. For, if he once were not, it 
is impoſſible he ſhould ever be. And therefore we cor» 
chide neceſſary Exiſtence to be an Eſſential Attribute of 
the Divine Nature. But then, how to conceive that a 
Being 
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Being ſhould be from it ſelf, is at leaſt as hard, as how one 
and the ſame Individual Nature ſhould be communicated 
to three diſtin& Perſons ; nay, it is ſomewhat harder, 
cince we ſee ſomething like this, in other Beings ; but we 
can ſee no manner of Reſemblance of a thing that hath 
its Being wholly from it ſelf. 

(2.) We muſt allow God to be Omnipreſent, or elſe we 
mult ſuppoſe him ſo confined and limited to.a certain 
place, as to be excluded from any other ; and if he can 
A&t 1n all Places, he muſt either be preſent in them, or 
his Power muſt be larger than his Being, which is Infi- 
nite ; but after this, we have not a Power to conceive 
how a Being (ſhould be rar in the whole World, and 
not to be extended ; and if it be extended, how it ſhould 
be uncapable of being divided into Parts ; which is cer- 
tainly repugnant to the Divine Nature. I therefore pro- 
duce theſe two Inſtances, to let the Artitrinitarians lee, 
that what they obje& in Point of Reaſon as to the In- 
comprehenſibility of the Myſtery of the Trinity, will in 
conſequence overthrow the Divine Nature. But as there 
is the higheſt Reaſon to believe there is a God, tho we 
cannot comprehend his PerteCtions ; ſo there may be great 
Reaſon to believe the Doctrine of the-Trinity, tho we 
cannot comprehend the manner of it. 

P. I had thought you intended to explain the Myſtery 
of it, and now you tell us it is Incomprehenſible. 

Pr. It is a good _y to our beheving it, to make it 
plain, that the Difficulty of our Conception ought not 


to hinder our Faith. And I have. made ſome advance to- 
wards the explication of it, by ſhewing, that ſince Man- 
kind are agreed about the difterence between Nature and 
Perſon, the whole Difficulty comes to this, that the ſame 
common Nature in Mankind makes three Perſons ; but 
that it is the ſame Individual Nature in all the Perſons of 
the Trinity. 
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And now let us conſider the InfinitePerfetion and Sim- 
plicity of the Divine Nature ; and we ſhall think it un- 
reaſonable that.it ſhould be ſo bounded as to the manner 
of its Communication, as the Nature of Man is. Every 
Individual Man hath not = Individual Properties, but 
- an Individual Nature, z. e, the common Nature of Man, 
limited by ſome unaccountable Principle, that doth make 
him different from all other Men honing the ſame Na- 
ture with himſelf. The Difficulty then doth not lie in a 
Community of Nature, and a Diſtinition of Perſons, for 
that is granted among Men, but in thc Unity of Nature 
with the difference of Perſons. And ſuppoſing the Divine 
Nature to be infinite in its PerfeQtion, I do not ſee how it 
is capable of being bounded, as the common Nature of 
Man in Individuals is; and if it be not capable of being 
bounded and limited, it muſt diffuſe it ſelf into all the 
Perſons in- the ſame individual manner ; and fo this-Do- 
Arine of the Trinity is not repugnant to Reaſop. 

P. But what fay you to the Athanaſien Creed; is not 
that repugnant to humane Reaſon ? 

Pr. I think not ; but that it is a juſt Explication of the 
Dodrine of the Trinity rightly underſtood. 

P. I ſee now you are upon hard Points, you will ſtick 
« at nothing, and Tranſubſtantiation it ſelf will down with 
you anon, 

Py. I doubt that ; but at preſent weare upon the Atha- 
naſian Creed, And I defire but one Principle to clear it, 
which follows from what 1s ſaid already, viz. That what 
is affirmed of the Divine Nature, as Wh, muſt be com- 
mon to all three Perſons ;- but whatever is affirmed of 
the ſeveral Perſons, as ſuch, muſt be peculiar to them- 
ſelves. Now this is a clear Principle of Reaſon, and 
hath no appearance of abſurdity in it. And from hence 
the Athanaſian Creed will ealily be cleared. For Eternity, 
Incomprehenſibility, Ommnipotency, belonging to the Divine 
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Nature, as ſuch, we ought ro ſays, That vhey ave wot three 
Fils, three Twcomprebenſbles, three Almightios, bitt Owe 
Frez1al, One Incomprebenſible, One Almighty. Becauſe 
th: Attributes belonging to the Perſons, by reaſon of the 
Divine Nature, ad the Attributes being really rhe ſame 
with- it, the Nature is the proper Subje& of them; 
which being but One, weare not to diſtinguiſh 'them as 
to Eſſential Attributes, but only 'as to Perſonal Relations 
and Properttes. 

P. But if the Three Perſons be Cotrerxal, how is it 
poſſible ro'conceive there ſhould not be rhree Erernals ? 

Pr. 'This ſeems the hardeſt Expreſhion m the whole 
Creed; but it is to be interpreted by the Scope and De- 
ſign of it : Which is, that the Eſſemtial Artribures are not 
to be diſtinguiſhed, though the Perſons be. And fo £- 
fernity is not taken as 4 Perſonal Attribute, but as Efſen- 
tial'; and-lo they are not three Erernats, but owe Eternal. 
And the great Deſign of the 'Creed was, to ſhew, that 
the Chriftiah- Church did not believe ſuch a Trinity as 
conſiſted of three Perſons, wnequal and different in Na- 
ture, and Subſtance, and Daration. 

_ P. But what ſay you to the:damning all thoſe who do 
not believe ir, -1n the aha and end of it ? 

Py. This is off from our Buftineſs. But'to let you ſee I 
will not avoid the Difficulties you offer, I will give an An- 
{wereven to this. The meaning 15 not, that every one 
is damned who doth-nor conceive aright of the Difference 
of Nature and Perſon in the Trinity, or of the Eſſential 
and Perſonal Attributes ; but that thoſe who ſet up in-op- 
poſition to it the worſhip of -a meer Creature as God, or 
the worſhip of more Gods than one, or who wilfully 
reject this Article of the Chriſtian Faith, when it is duly 
propoſed to them, are guilry of a damning Sin. For even 
the disbelief of Chriſtanity'it ſelf, is not ſuppoſed to be 

the Cauſe of Mens Damnation, but-where the -Dodrine 
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af the: Golpe) hath been propaſer in a way of Credibility. 
If when this Doctrine of the Trixicy is propoſed'to Mens 
Minds, they. will not conſider it, ngr. weigh the Argu- 
ments on both ſides 1impartially, but with Eotis and con- 
tempt. reject it, and endeavour-to bring reproach upon 
Chriftianyty for the ſake of it, and diſturb the Peace of 
the. Church about it ; ſuch cannot be faid to-receive or 
believe it faithfull,and by ſuch Sins they do.run the hazard 
of periſhing everlaſtingly. 

P. I {ce you bave a mind to {inooth every thing relating 
to the Trinity, I with you would do the ſame about Trar- 
[abſtantiation. But yet you haye not anſwer'd the other 
great Difficulty in Point of Reaſon, viz. That thoſe things 
which agree or diſagree in « third, muſt agree or diſagree one 
with the othtr. And therefore if the Father be God, the 
Son God, and the Holy Ghoſt God ; then the Father muſt 
be Son and Holy , and the Son and Holy Ghoſt muft 
be the Father. If not; then they are walls the ſame, 
and really diſtipQ ; the lame as to Riſence, diſtin® as to 
Perſons; and fo they are the ſame, and not the fame, 
which is a ContradiCQtion. 

' . Pr. And now I think-you bave drawn. out the moſt re- 
fined Spirits.of Socznianiſrm, to. make the Doftrine of the 
« Trinity and Tranſ{ubſtantiation parallel, becauſe you fay, it 
implies a ContradiCtion ; which 15 the neareft Parallel 
you have yet offered at. But this terrible Argument 1s 
gnauaded on the fame Suppoſition, viz. That the Divine 
Eſſence 1s no more capable of cornmunicating it {&lf to 
three diſtin : Perſons, than any created Being is. The 
Reaſon 'of that Axiom being, that created Things, by 
reaſon of their nite Nature, cannot diffuſe or communi- 
cate themſelves to more than one ; and therefore thoſe 
which agree in a 'Third, muſt agree together ; but fuppo- 
ling it pothble thar the-ſame finite Nature could extend it 
{elf to feverat Individuals, trwould be prefently aptWeteo, 
| E 2 the 
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the Axiom did hold only, hs they did adequately and 
reciprocally agree, and not where they did agree only in 
Eſſence, but differ'd inthe manner of Subſiſtence. For 
where a different manner of Subſiſtence is ſuppoſed poſſi- 
ble, in the ſame Individual Nature, the Agreement in 
that cannot take away that Difference which 1s conſiſtent 
with it ; which we attribute to the unlimitednefs and 
perfection of the Divine Nature. 

P. But. you can bring no other Inſtance but the thing 
in Queſtion ; and therefore this is a Peritio Principii, or 
taking that for granted which is in _ 

Py. Ido not think it to be ſo, where the Reaſon is 
aſſighed from the peculiar Properties of the Divine Na- 
ture, to which there can be no parallel. And I think it 
very unreaſonable. in the Sociniaxs, to ſend us to created 
Beings for the Rules and Meaſures of our Judgment con- 
cerning a Being acknowledged to be Infinite. 

P. Are not the Divine Perſons Infinite, as well as the 
Divine Nature? and therefore as created Perſons do take 
in the whole Nature, fo infinite Perſons will do the infi- 
nite Nature. 

Pr. No queſtion, but the Perſons are infinite in regard 
of the Nature which is ſo ; but if an infinite Nature be 
communicable to more Perſons than One, every ſuch Per- 
{on cannot appropriate the whole Nature to it ſelf. 

P. If the l:&rence be on the account of Infinity, then 
there muſt be an infigite number of Perſons in the Di- 
vine Eſſence. 

Py. I anſwer, that infiniteneſs of Number is no Per- 
fetion; and as to the number of Perſons, we follow not 
our own Conje@ures, nor the Authority of the Church ; 
but Divine Revelation, which hath aſſured us, that there 
is but one God, and yet there are three that are one. Which 
depends not meerly on the place of — gs; but the Form 


of Baptiſm is remarkable to this purpoſe, which joyns to- 
gether 
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gether the Father,” the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt; without 
any other diſtinQion beſides that of Order and Relation, 
And it is againſt the fundamental” deſign- of rh ng” 
to joyn any Created Beings together with God in fo ſo- 
lemn an ACt of Religion. And St.Pas/ joyns them toge- 
ther in his Benedi&tion : The Grace of owr Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
and the Love of God, and the Communion of the Holy Ghoſt 
be with you all. Amen. 2 Cor. 12. 14, From whence the 
Chriſtian Church hath always believed a Trinity of 
Perſons in the Unity of the Divine Nature. 

P. You have xo a great deal of pains to clear the 
Doctrine. of the Trinity rm any abſurdity in point of 
Reaſon, why ſhould you not doas much now as to Tran- 
ſubſtantiation ? 

Py. In plain truth, becauſe T cannot ; for here lies a vaſt 
difference between them. Im the Tripity we-confider'd 
an Infinite Being, to which no bounds can be fet without 
deſtroying its Nature ; but in Tranſubtantiation, we ſup- 
pole a true finite Body, which hath its natural bounds 
and limits to one certain Place, and yet you will and muſt 
ſuppoſe this Body to be _—_—_ entin many thouſand 
diſtant Places at the ſame tim&; which implies ſo great a 
Repugnancy to the very Nature of a Body, that I can by 
* no means give my Aſſent to it. 

P. Alas! Is this it which chokes your Reaſon, ſo that 
you cannot {wallow the Doftrine of the Church in this 
matter ? 

You do not conſider, that tho we allow nothing Inff- 
nite 1n the Body it ſelf ; yet we ſuppoſe an Infinite Power 
to be imploy'd about it : and an Infinite Power may pro- 
duce things above our Comprehenſions, about Bodies in 
themſelves finite. ; 

Pr. This is the utmoſt your Caufe wilt bear ; but T 
pray tell me, Is there any ſuch thing as a Repugnancy in 
the Nature of things or not ? z. e. Are there not "Ex 

things 


by 


TW 4_ x, "7 NgeS «> 
things which are eadued with fuch : Properties, that -1f 
ou alter them, you deſtray their very Nature,; as, to 

uppoſe-an indiviſible Line, a Triangle without Liges, a 

dy without Dimenſions ? . | 

P. Hold a little ; a muſt have Dimenſions belong- 
i0g to.it,but it is not ne it ſhould. have. thoſe Dimen- 
ſions where-ever it is preſent. For it. may be preſeat .in 
one Place as 4 Body, and in another after the manner of « 
Spirtt. 

"Pr. You might as well have ſaid, a Body may -be con- 
ſider'd two ways; as it is a Body, and as it 1s not a Body : 
for there can be no Body, where there are no Dimenſions 
proper to it. 

. See how you are miſtaken; for it is not the Dimen- 
ſions which ſeem to hinder a Body being'in more places at once, 
but its Unity ; as Bellermin well oblerves. 

Pr, 1 fay both of them hinder. For a true Body can 
no.more be without its Dimenſions, than a Line without 
Divilibility. 

P. I grant, that naturally it cannot,but by Divine Power 
it may. 

Pr Will you make the Power of God to change the 
Eſſential Properties of things, while the things them- 
felves remain in their true Nature ? You may as well lay, 
that naturally-Man is a Reaſonable Creature; but by Di- 
vine Power he may be a true Man, and yet want: the 
Faculty of Reaſoning : That naturally two and two make 
four, but God can make two and.two to.be joyned toge- 
ther in a ſupernatural manner, fo as that four ſhall-nat 
reſult, from them; that tho, naturally ſpeaking, white- 
waſhing a Wall makes it look white, yet by an extraor- 
dinary Power, there may be the prelence or all-things 
Avhich make a Wall white, . yet it {hall not do ſo; jul 
it1sto make a Body preſent, and yet to have no Dimen- 
ſions of a Body. Is there any real dilerence between -the 
Nature 
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Natme of a Body and Spirit? Wheretn hes it ? Is it not 
as repugnant for a Body to beafter the manner of a Spi- 
rit, as for a Body and Spirit to be the fame ? 

P. All this proceeds upon not conſidering the difference 
between the Eſſential Extenſion of a Body, and that which 
IS-quantitative, and hath relation to Place. 

Pr. The Eſſential Extenſion of a Body without Quax- 
rity, is Non-ſlenſe, anda Contradittion. For it is to make 
a Body extended and not extended, at the ſame time. I 
pray tell me what you mean by 4 Boay, as it 1s oppoſed to 
# Spirit ? 

'P. I mean as all Mankind do, ſuch a Subſtance which 
conſiſts'of Parts-extended and divitible. 

Pr. Then being extended and diviſible, are the natural 
and effential Properties of a Body. And therefore, to 
fuppoſe a Body not to be (extended and diviſible, is to 
{ſuppoſe it not to be a Body, which is a plain Contra» 
dition, 

P. You are to diſtingniſh between the Intrinſecal' 
Quantity, which is an inſeparable Property of a Body, 
and the Extrinſecal Relation 1t hathrto a Place. 

Pr. Intrinſecal Quantity without Relation to Place, is 
intrinſeeal Non-ſenſe. For, how is it poſhble for extended 
* Parts to have:no Relation to Place? 

P. By Relation to Place, T mean, when the Parts. of a 
Body anſwer to the Parts of a Place: but by Intrinſecal 
Luantity, T mean, that there is the real order and propor- 
tion of Parts in the Body it ſelf, þut it doth not fill up the 
Place. 

Pr. Then you do fappole the Body of Chriſt in-the 
Eucharift, to have all thediſtin& Parts of a Body, with 
their-due Order and Proportion, but to be in the Sacra» 
ment after an indiviſible manner. 

P. Why not ? 

Pr.. 
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Py. Do you think it able for the real and entire Bo- 
dy of a Man to be crouded into the compaſs of a Wa- 
fer, with all the difference of its Parts, ſo that no true 
Part of the Body be miſſing ? | ; 

P. Yes, by Divine Power. 

Py. Do you. think a far leſs thing poſſible than that, 
viz. that a Man's Head, and Shoulders, and Arms, ſhould 
be contained entire and diſtin under the Nail of his little 
Finger ? 

P. Why not ? 

Pr. Then why may not the greateſt Body be within 
the leaſt? Why may not an Elephant” be caught in a 
Mouſe-trap, and a Rhinoceros be put into a Snuff-box ? For 
either there is a Repugnancy in the Nature of the thing, 
for a greater Body to be within a leſs, or there is not; if 
not, then theſe mentioned Inſtances are poſſible ; if there 
be, then the ſuppoſition of Divine Power can give no 
relief, unleſs you ſuppoſe, that God can do things-repug- 
nant in themſelves, z. e. that he can do things which can- 
not be done. But I pray tell me, it the- very Body of 
Chriſt be by Tranſubſtantiation in the Water, with all its 
Parts in their due order, then the Head muſt be diſtant 
from the Feet, and all the other Orgars in their proper 
places ; but this cannot poſſibly be ſuppoſed, where there 
15 no meaſure of diſtance as Place is, and the whole Body 
15 ina point, 

P. I fay again, there is the juſt order of Parts conſi- 
dered ix themſelves, but not with reſpett to Place. 

Pr. 'Then it is impoſſible there ſhould be any diſtance ; 
without which it is impoſſible there ſhould be the order 
of Parts in a Human Body. Thus, there is a Repugnan- 
cy inthe very ſuppoſition of Chriſt's Body being: in the 
Wafer, tho there were but one ſingle Water ; but when 
to this we add, that it is equally thus preſent in thouſands 
of Wafers at what diſtance of Place ſoever, the Abſur- 
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_—_— increaſe and __ fult npon us, that jt 
15 poſhble to wnaginany't . CONC COMMLY & 
eel Ga imply more than adeck As. thar- prac: 
the fare kt be indivifibly-prokat in many;places, 
_ mu bs _—_— trom it ſelf, by ſo many. Badies 
iptetpoting:; {© that it 15 impoſhble- v6 apprehend how 
two Bodies can be divided from one anather more efefu- 
ally, than ſuch a Rody muſt be from it ſelf, if ic be-pre- 
ſent in- many places at-once. 

Ps I pray ſtop here ; for reckon up'as many: Abſurdi- 
ties as you will, on are all but the EffteQs of Carne! 
Reaſon, apd we mult captivate our Underſtanding to the 
Obeatence of Faith.. | 

Pr. Then it is tq/no: purpoſe to argue any farther,'on 
the point of Resſov ; and | thought. you deſigned this for 
one part of your Parallel. 

P. SQ1did; and E (hill fay, there are. things as hard to 
make out alout: the Trewity, which you have not yer 
een notice of. | | 

Pr; I pray.let_us hear them, that we'may put an end tw 
this Diſcourſe, CG 

P. What fay you thewto one and the fame Nature being 
ig three diſtinct; Perſons, which Bellrmrin faith, is wore 
« Wordenful, thant hat oxc Body fhonkd be in many Places, be-- 
ranſa the Nature: is identifredwith the Perſons, but rhe Body 
is not fe. with the Places tw 'which is is preſent.” bt theretore” 
theanze Nature be not divided. from ir {elf inthe Perſons 
of the Trinity, how much” more cahly may one . 
—_— um ſeveral places, and: not be divided from iv: 
felt : | 6, 2144 

Pn, It is. ſtrange neither Bel/arwiz nor you-thould. dib-- 
cer: the &flexence. For the reafon why a Body- muſt be 
divided. from it (elf, being in ſeveral places, is, becauſe it 
is biaive ;: and:there being noPenerrarion of Dimenſions in 

F Bodies, 


= | 
tec» 
Ar”, 


Bodies, the interpoſing of other Bodies muſt needs divide 
the ſame Body in diſtant places ; but the Reaſon why the 
fame-Divine X ature may be in ſeveral Perſons, is, becauſe 
it is Infinite ; and therefore nothing can bound or diſcon- 
tinue It. 

P. You have talked much of Contraditions ; Is there 
any greater about Tranſubſtantiation, than that of Erer- 
al Generation of the Son in rhe Myſtery of the Trinity ? 
for, if it be not proper Generation, then you cannot infer 
from' it;. that rhe Sow is of the ſame Subſtance with the Fa- 
ther; if it be, then it muſt be a proceeding from not be- 
ng to being, and 10 an Eternal Generation is a Contra- 
diction. 

Pr. It is a Rule in common Reafon, That all Attributes 
muſt be underſtood according to the Nature of the Sub- 
jets. And therefore, if the Subje& here ſpoken of, be 
of fuch a Nature, as to be uncapable of proceeding from 
not being to. being, then whatever is affirmed of it, muſt 
be ſo underſtood, as not to deſtroy its Nature. The Term 
of Generation alone is not, it may be, ſufficient to prove 
the Son Co-eſſential with the Father, becauſe it might 
have been uſed- improperly and metaphorically. . But 
when from the Scripture, 1t otherwiſe appears that the 
Son of God being the Word, was in the beginning with 
God, and'was God, John 1. 1. and we ſoon: atter find him 
called: the only begotten of the Father, Ver. 14.” and the 
anly begattews Son, Ver. 18. we have reaſon to infer from 
hence his Ererpal/ Generation. Which muſt not be un- 
derftood in ſfucli a mean ſenſe as is agreeable to Creatures, 
but as it 1s conſiſtent with the Effential Attributes of 
God, of which neceſſary  Exiftence is.one. So that by 
Eternal Generation, no more can be meant, than ſuch 
2n Emanation of the Son from the Father, as doth ſuppoſe 
them. to have the ſame Nature and Co-exiſtence :. which 
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is beſt repreſented by the Rays of the Sun coming from 
the Fountain of Light, if they were permanent, and nor 
ſucceſſive. 

P. What ſay you then to the Myſtery of the Incernati- 
on? Is it not more wonderful, as Bellarmin obleryes, - that 
there ſhould be one Hypoſtaſis in two Natures, thaw one Body 
- in two Places? ſince the Union is greater between the Hy- 
poſtaſis and the Natures, than between the Body and the 
. Places it ts in; the one being intrinſecal and [ubhantial 
the other extrinſecal and accidental. And that - Hypo- 
flaſis is the ſame with the Divine Nature, and yet is moſt 
cloſely united with the Human Nature, which is ſo different 
from the Divine; ſo that it is incomprehenſible by us, how 
in that Union the Natares are not confounded, or the Hypo- 
ſtaſis divided. . 

Pr. Suppoſe now- we grant all this, that there is an 
incomprehenſible Myſtery in the Incarnation, what fol- 
lows from thence? Have I not hitherto owned, that 
there muſt be ſomething incomprehenſible by us, in 
what relates to the Divine Nature? And it is the leſs 
wonder it 1s ſo in the Incarnztion, wherein an Union 
is implied between an Infinite-and Finite Nature ; when 
, the Union of the Soul and Body; though both Finite, 
is above our Comprehenſron, though we our ſelves con- 
fiſt of Souls and Bodies ſo united ? But what Conſe- 
uence 1s it, if we are not able to explain this, that 
x won we muſt admit that the fame Body may be not 
meerly in two, but in ten thouland places at the the ſame 
time ? z.e. If we cannot explain the Hypoſtatical Union, 
then all manner of Abſurdities muſt go down with us, that 
relate tothings of a very different Nature from it. 

P. Iamglad to find you are ſet at laſt, and that now 
you have a Difficulty before you which you can; never get 


through. 
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:;, Ps, Benot Saconfdent;; have 'only Aitherwo denied 
_ the Conſequence -a5*to the 'Difficultzes of Tramfidhffuntic- 
tion. Bur it is poſſible, that ſetting aſide the Contuſion 
of School-Terms,-1 may be able to give a farmore.tntel- 
ligible and reafonsble Account of the Jncarmation it ſelf, 
than you can ever do'of Trenſubſtantiation. 

P. Firſt ſhew that it is poſlibke, and then explain the 
managerof ut; 

Pr. But ket us-in the firſt place agree what we mean 
by #. | 
P. By the [noxrnetion, I Mcan; the Union of the Di- 
up Humane Nature, © \as v0. make ant Perfon mm 

rut, 

Pr. If this be not poſkible, it mult either be, x, Be- 
cauſe two Natures different from each other, cannot be 
united to makt one Petton £ The 9 7 ye ap- 
pears in the union bf Soul and Body to the Perton of a 
. Man. Or, 2. becauſe it is impoſſible that an Infinite 
Nature ſhould be united to a Finite, 

P. How can there be an Unton poflible, between two 
Beings infinately diſtant from-eachother ? 

Py. Not in that reſpect wherein the Diſtance is Inf 
wite ; but if there be _ deftruthve to exther Na- 
ture in ſuch an Union, and the Infinite Nature do con- 
deſcend to it, why may ut not be fo united to an Intelli- 
gent Finite Being, as'to make one Perſon together with 
xt ? For 11 reſpect of Union, the Diſtance. is not fo great 
between Finate and Infinite, as between Body and Spi+ 
rat. 

_ The Diſtance is Infinite in one Caſe, but not in the 
other. 

Pr. I do not {peak of them, with Relpett to Pzrfe- 
&zons, but to Union; and an infinite Dittance 1m 'thar 
mult imply an abſolute Repugnancy, which you cannever 

prove : 
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prove: For,finve Boxy. and Spirir may beumted to make one 
-Perſon;anTnfinire Spirit may be anited to a Finite Nature. 
P. Burthe manner of the Hypoſtaticel Union 'is impol- 
' ſible ro be conceived. 

Py, Let the thing be granted poſible, and the difficu!- 
ty of conceiving the manner may he as preat in the Uni- 
on'of Souland Body. Willyon undertake'to explain that 
ro me'? and yet I hope you believe it. Bur, let us hear 
your Di ies Aagam, Which you objett from Belle 
1xi/72. 

P. That rhive ſhould be- but one Hypdff afis #5 theo Nu 
' ures 3 -#nH-that ih the Union the Natures Jhowld wot be con- 
fountled, nor the afis hrerided. 

Pr. All theſe Difficulties are from the ſenſe of the 
word Hypoſtaſis. * Which originally lighifies x Real Being, 
and not fuch which de fly oh Fancy and Hmagina- 
tion 3 from thencexs hgniheation was ehlarged, not only 
| to things real, (in oppolitioh to meer Appearances, and 

Creatures of the Mind ) but to ſuch a thing which did 
ſubſeit of it ſelf, and had not its ſubſiſtence tn another, 
as Accidents had. So that an Hhpofftuſis was 2 real Sub- 
fance which hutl [ubſitemer in it felf. But ſuch are of two 
kinds, as the Greek Fathers -obfrve. (1.) Such as are real 
Subftances in theraſelves, - but yet are capable of being 
jomed with another, ro make upa Perſon ; thus the Sou! 
and Body have two different Hypoftaſes, and make up but 
one Perſon of a Man, (2-) It is taken, for a compleat 
individeal Subſiftewce, which is not joined with any other as a 
Part; and fo Hhpoftafes 1s the lame with 2 Perſon, which 
is nothing elſe but « compleat, intelligent, mdividual Hypo-- 
faſis. And in this Renſe there can be but one Hypoſtafis in 
Chriſt, ;. e. one Perſon; tho there be two Narures. 

P. But our Divines ſay, that the Humane Nature af- 
ter che Union hath no Hypoftaſis, it being Iwallowed up 
by the Divine. : +". 
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Pr. I know they do; fy 7 FR that che Hu- 
mane / Nature, the Union, loſes that /ab/iſtence 
which is proper to the: Humane-Nature, it is jmpoſſible 
for.them to avoid the Extychian Hereſy, condemned by the 
” Council of Chaletdon; but it they mean -no more. than 
that there is « tr#e Nature, but no- Perſon, fave only that 
which reſults from both Natures ;-they then agree; with 
the Senſe of. the Church, which condemned, the Entychi- 
ans. For as much as the Hereſies of Neſtorias and Exty- 
ches diffet”d in themſelves, they were both built - on. the 
fame Ground, 'v4iz.* that, there. could be-no. true. Nature, 
but there mult be a Perſon ; and. that two Natures could 
not -make one Perſon.” From whence Neſtorias aſſerted 
there were two -Perſons in Chriſt ; and Ewtyches denied 
that there were two Natures. | 
P. What doth all this ſignify, but that the Authority 
of the Church muſt determine whether there be two Na- 
tures, Or two Perſons in Chriſt ? vie” 4 
- Pr. Irfeems then, the whole Buſineſs wherein the Ge- 
neral Councils were ſo warmly concerned, was-only to 
make an Eccleſiaſtical Diftionary, and to appoint. what 
words are-to be uſed, and what not. Do you think 
then, there were no ſuch real Hereſies as Neſtorianiſm 
and Eutychianiſm, but only they happened to take the 
words Nature and Perſon in another ſenſe than the Church 
would have Men ule them? 
P. I truſt the Church for all theſe things. 
Pr. Then if the Church would have you affirm two 
Perſons and one Nature, Or two Natures and one Perſon, it 
. were all one to you. 
P. Why not ? ſince the Church muſt determine. 
Pr. What if, you had been to diſpute with Neforias 
and Extyches ? 
P. I would have told them, they muſt ſubmit to the 
Church about the uſe of words. 


Pr. 


Pr. And wonld cond ' SA.,. . for 1 : 
pains : For the Controverſy was zeally Ws "Track 
of Chris Incarnation, wi Pathets'p 
Councils determined ) whu 
by both of them ; as I will evidently prope, if you have 
any longer Patience. 
04 P. A {mel 257 ja Sir, I have heard enough of al 
- Conſcience al 
Py. I think ſo ok; to make you aſhamed of your Pa- 
ratlel between the Dofrine of the Trinity, and Tranſub- 
ſtantiation. 
- And methinks, for the ſake of our common Chriſtiani- 
| Y, = ſhould no more vefſture upon ſuch bold and unrea- 
onable Compariſons. De you in earneſt think, it is all, 
one,whether Men do believe a God, or Providence, or Hea- 
ven, or Hell, or the Trinity and Incarnation of Clyiſt, if 
they do not belieye Tranſubſtaxtiation? We have heard 
much of late about Od New Popery ; but if this. be 
the way. of Repreſenting New Popery, by expoſing the 
common Articles of Faith; it will et the Minds of all 
G =_ Chriſtians farther from it than ever. For upon the 
very ſame Grounds, we may expett another Parallel be- 
tween the belief of '« God and Tranſubſtantiation ; the et- 
» fet of which wall be, the ex _ of all Religion. This 
i5.a very deſtructive and miſchievous Method of Proceed- 
ing ; but our comfort is, that it is very wnreaſonable; as I 
hope, hath fully appeared by this Diſcourſe. 


FINTS. 


Errata omitted is the jormer Dialog. 
Do line 25, dele nor. 
18. L 2, dele not. 
14. Marg, |. 8. read aauCariure, 
4 Is this Dialoge. 
PX+ line 5+ read i, tbe Sacrament, 


2. 1. 30. for fittitions, r. falfitions: 
23+ b 22. I, doubted as will, R Book: 
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Avant s the Atiicable dns inline. 
worn the Reader wn] Anders. Sarto 1 | t 207 599 
'K View of the wetolt Cohtipverly | beryveep the Re 2 dee} 
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lated into Englilts Twelve, 


\ The Doty of 
to Scrſpruie, Realon, 


the late Proofs of- thes f Tmnlubfanciativn, 
called Conſenſus V aterum, & Yoke Teſt im Kc. Saarto. 
<Fhe-Dodine of. the Trinity and Tranlubſtantiation compared, as to” 
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